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REMARKS 

In the Office Action dated January 29, 2004, claims 1-3, 5-13, and 15.l9were 
prcscnlcd for examination. Clainn U 3, 5, 6, 8-10, 1 7, and 19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by hiada. Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inada in view of Fogle. Claims 1 M3 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inada in view of Stephens cf ai Claims I, 3. 5, 6, 8-10, Il- 
ls, 15, and 17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inada in view 
of Stephens CT ai or Jacyno et ai Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inada in view ofSic-phens et ai or Jacyno cf al., and further in view ofFogh. 

The following remarks are provided in support of tlie pending claims and responsive to 
the Office Action of January 29, 2004 for the pending application. 

I. Refection of Claims K3. 5, 6, 8-10. 17, and 19 und er 35 U.S.C, S102fbh 

In the Office Action of January 29, 2004, the Examiner assigned to the application 
rejected claims 1 , 3, 5, 6, 8-10, 17, and 19 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(b) as being anticipated by Inada 
C700). Inada ('700) relates to a cutting head for a lawnmowen 

Fig. 7 of Inada. shows a filament line prior to insertion into the cutting head of the 
lawnmower. The filament line is shown with a collar at a distal end thereof, wherein the collar 
includes a flange portion having a larger cross section. Fig. 2 of Inada shows the filament line 
following insertion into Ihe cutting head of the lawnmower. As shown in Fig. 7, the distal end of 
the line has a collar that envelops the distal end thereof Accordingly, Inada shows a line for use 
in a lawnmower apparatus, wherein the line is in communication with a collar structure with the 
distal end of the line not flush with the distal end of the collar. 

However, Applicant's invention has different elements than that taught in Inada. The 
distal end of the line of Inada is nol flush with the distal end of the collan The dictionary 
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definition of the word "flush" is "level with adjoining surfaces."^ Applicant's invention is for a 
monofilament line with a collar stiijctur^ adjacent lo the distal end thereof, wherein the distal end 
oflhc line is Hush with the distal end of the collar ^^A claim is anticipated only if each and every 
element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single 
prior art reference/' MPEP. §2131 (citing Verdegaal Bros, K Union Oil Co. ofCaUfornia. 814 
F.2d628,63U2USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)). As mentioned above, //7^J^7 does not 
expressly or inherently provide a filament line with a collar, wherein the distal end of the collar 
is flush with the distal end of the (ilament line. Therefor, Inada fails to teach all of the claim 
limitations present in Applicants' claimed invention with respect to claims 1,3,5, 6, and 8. 

With respect to claims 9-10, 17, and 19, Applicant has a further limitation which is not 
present in Inada. Specifically, Applicant claims placement of the line with respect to a wall of a 
cutting head flange. "[S]aid flange is adapted to be placed in communication with said interior 
wall of said aperture of said cutting head flange." As shown in Fig, 2 Inada, placement oTthc 
filament line and associated collar with respect to the cutting head is the opposite of the structure 
as claimed by Applicant, The line oUnado extends from an exterior side of the cutting head 
wall to an interior section of the cutting head, hi fact, the collar structure oNnada remains 
exterior to the cutting head apparatus when inserted therein. 

With respect to claim 19, as amended. Applicant has a further limitation which is not 
present in the structure ol Inada, Specifically, Applicant claims the "straight^^ structure of the 
collar and filament line with respect to placement in an opening in the cutting head of the 
trimmer apparatus. "[Wlherein upon insertion in a trimmer said trimmer line is straight from 
said distal end of collar to a proximal end of said trimmer line.'' As shown in Fig, 2 of Inada, 
placement of the filament line and associated collar with respect to the cutting head is not 
"straight" as claimed by Applicant. The line of Inada curves as it enters the interior section of 



^Titc Nrw LiixicoN Wf.bster\s Dictionary oftne Encusii Language, (1989 
Edition), attached as Exhibit A. 

7 



PAGE 1W14 ' RCVD AT 4/29/2004 4:16:28 PM [Eastern Daylight Ti^^^ 



04/29/2004 16:19. FAl 301 948 7774 



Lleberman & Brandsdorfer 



@011 



the lawnmower. Accordingly, removal of the rejection of claims 1,3,5, 6, 8-1 0, 1 7. and 1 9 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Inada {'700) is respectfully requested. 

II. Rejection of riaim 2 under 35 U-S-C. Sl03(a>: 

In the Office Action of January 29, 2004, the Examiner a<isigned to the application 
rejected claim 2 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inada (*700) in view of 
Fr?g/<? (837). Applicant has cancelled claim 2. Accordingly, any response to the rejection set 
forth by the Examiner is moot, 

llh Rejection of Claims 11-13 and 15 under 35 IJ.S.C. S103(a>; 

In the Office Action of January 29, 2004, the Examiner assigned to the application 
rejected claims 1 M5 and 1 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inada (*700) in 
view of Stephens e( al. C708). 

Applicant hereby incorporates by reference the comments pertaining to Inada as 
discussed above. 

The Stephens €f al. (*708) patent accounts for a monofilament cutting line with an 
encumbrance at one end of the line. There is no consideration given for a specific structure for 
the encumbrance. Nor is there consideration for a structure that enables a portion of the 
monofilament line to extend beyond the collar into the trimmer head with a concentric portion of 
the collar enveloping the line. Although there is a reference lo an encumbrance, there is no 
structure shown that discloses the claimed elements of Applicant's collar and flange structure. 
Accordingly, Stephens ef al. fails to account for a structure associated with the encumbrance, 
wherein the encumbrance includes a single unit comprised of a concentric collar and llangc with 
different si/^ diameters associated therewith. 

It is accepted that **[t]o establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the 
claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art." MPEP §2143.03 (citing In re 
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Royka, 490 F.2d 981J 80 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1 974)), There is no teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation in Stephens Qt uL for a monofilament line with a collar and flange unit adjacent to a 
distal end of the monotllamenl line. Similarly, Inada does not teach or suggest a single linit 
collar structure for it's clamping member comprised ofa concentric flange and collar with the 
flange wherein the distal end of the collar is Hush with a distal end of the monofilament line. 
Therefore, each of the prior art references when taken together fail to teach all of the claim 
limitations and fail to establish the prima facie obviousness ofthe claimed invention. 
Accordingly, removal of the rejection of claims 1 1-13 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inada ('700) in view oV Stephens et ai (*708) is respectfully requested. 

IV. Re jection of Claims U 3, 5, 6, 8-10, 1 1-13. 15. and 17 wnder 35 U-S>C §103(a^ 
In the Office Action of January 29, 2004, the Examiner assigned to the application 
rejected claims 1,3.5,6,8-10, 11-13, 15, and 17under35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over inada (^700) in view of Stephens et al. {'708) or Jacyno et al. ('865) 

Applicant hereby incorporates by reference the comments pertaining to Fnada and 
Stephens et aL as discussed above. 

The Jacyno et al patent (865) discloses a trimmer line for a lawn edging device with a 
triangular cross section and a connector mounted to a distal end ofthe trimmer line. A proximal 
end ofthe connector secures to the trimmer line near the distal end thereof, and the eyelet is 
distal ofthe distal end ofthe line. 

For it to be obvious to combine prior art references, the references must teach, suggest, 
or motivate one with ordinary skill in the art to combine the references and create the claimed 
invention. ''Obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings ofthe 
prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to do so fotmd cither explicitly or implicitly in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art" MPEP §2143.01 . The Inada 
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patent does disclose a filament line with a collar-flange structure wherein the distal end of the 
collar is not flush with the distal end of the line, as claimed by Applicant. The SfQph&rts et oL 
patent does disclose a filament line with an encumbrance adjacent to the distal end thereof. 
However, Stephens Qt oL does not teach any structure to the encumbrance, and in fact does not 
show an encumbrance with two sections with each section having a different cross section. The 
Jacvno ef ai patent does disclose a connector structure secured to the distal end of a 
monofilament line. The connector structure has a first section that secures to the line, which is m 
communication with a second section that has an eyelet adapted to secure to a secondary object. 
However, the first portion that secures to the monofilament line is not Hush with the first section 
of the connector structure, as shown in Figs, 3 and 4, and the second portion is certainly not flush 
with the distal end of the monofilament line. None of the references disclose information 
regarding securing a collar and a concentric flange or an equivalent apparatus to a trimmer line 
wherein the distal end of the collar is flush with the distal end of the monotllainent line. The 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation for combining the references must emanate from the 
n:lerenccs themselves, and not from Applicant. The prior art mu$t teach the desirability of the 
modiUcation in question. "The mere fact that the prior art could be so modified would not have 
made the modification obvious unless the prior art suggested the desirability of the 
modification." In re Gordon etaL 733 F.2d 900, 221 USPQ 1 125, \ 127 (Fed. Cir 1984). There 
is no desire within the references themselves to combine the elements of the prior art to arrive at 
Applicant's invention. The desirability can be found at best only through the use of Applicant's 
invention. Therefore, the prior art references whether taken individually or in combination do 
not render Applicant's invention obvious as there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
combine the elements found in different prior art references having different purposes to build 
the product of Application. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully contend that the combination 
oflnada. Stephem et ai, and Jacyno et qL does not meet the standard set by the CAFC's 
interpretation of 35 U.S.C § 103(a), and respectfully requests allowance of claims U 3, 5, 6, 8- 
10, 11-13, 15, and 17, 
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V. Rfefccti n of Clftim 2 unde r 35 U.S.C. Sl03fa>: 

In the Orncc Action of January 29, 2004, the F-xamincr assigned lo the application 
rejected claim 2 under 35 U-S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over fnada {'100} in view of 
Stephens et oL {'10%) or Jacyno et al. ('865), and further in view of Fogle (837). Applicant has 
cancelled claim 2. Accordingly, any response to the rejection set forth by the Examiner is moot. 

In view of the forgoing amendments and remarks, it is submitted that all of the claims 
remaining in the application are now in condition for allowance and such action is respectfully 
requested. Should any questions arise in connection with this application or should the 
Examiner believe that a telephone conlerence with the undersigned would be helpful in resolving 
any remaining issues pertaining to this application, the undersigned respectfully requests that she 
be contacted at the number indicated below. 

For the reasons outlined above, withdrawal of the rejection of record and an allowance 
of this application arc respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Rochelle Licberman 
Registration No. 39,276 
Attorney for Applicant 



Lieberman & Brandsdorfer. LLC 
12221 McDonald Chapel Drive 
CJaithersburg, MD 20878-2252 
Phone: (301)948-7775 
Fax: (301)948-7774 
Email: rockv@legalnlanncr.com 

Date: April 29, 2004 
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